
GTE Calculated Manhole Investment

excavation &
Excavation & Backfill Excavation &

Manhole 12' X 6' X 7' Material Backfill (Rural) (Suburban) Backfill (Metro)

Contractor T $2,340

Contractor U $3,389

Contractor V $3,625

Contractor W $3,625

Contractor A $3,500 $4,200 $8,500

Contractor B $4,000 $4,500 $5,000

Contractor D $2,800 $2,800 $3,200

Contractor I $11,642 $1,767 $2,067 $2,667

Contractor C $1,614 $1,830 $2,140

Contractor J $1,825 $850 $1,250 $1,700

Installation Installation Installation
Material (Rural) (SUburban) (Metro)

High $11,642.00 $4,000.00 $4,500.00 $8,500.00

Low $1,825.00 $850.00 $1,250.00 $1,700.00

Average $4,407.67 $2,421.83 $2,774.50 $3,867.83

Totalinatallld Average $6,829.50 $7,182.17 $8,275.50

- Manhole Material & Installation -
- $13,000.00 -
,..--- $12,000.00 f---

$11,000.00 I
f--- I f---

r--- $10,000.00 f---
$9,000.00 High

~

$8,000.00 Low f---

f--- $7,000.00 -Average f---

f--- $6,000.00 -
- $5,000.00 -
- $4,000.00 -$3,000.00
- $2,000.00 -
- $1,000.00 f---

f--- $0.00 i--

f--- Material Installation (Rural) Installation (SUburban) Installation (Metro) f--

I I I I
The total material cost for the Contractor T value includes the cost of frame and cover based on the values in the Inputs Portfoli
The Contractor U value includes material plus installation as quoted in the source document. I
The Contractor V and Contractor W values include the cost of delivery based on the Inputs Portfolio values.
The Contractor I value reflects an average of the price quotes provided in the referenced document.
The Contractor J values include the cost of delivery from the Inputs Portfolio. I I

I I I I
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A~t ri;ht".

Cr it's proprietary.

T'e'S.

Dc y:u keep Catabases forQ.

A.

c.

a. ,00 you lee.ep, '{or ell:CIIl'le, int::r::'ol:ion

databolse .. ith respect to HIO cO$ts~

A. Tes.

~eceived.

Q. ~"'C. ..auld the database, {or e"61Jle,

haye allot the quotes that you received, for e'~le

lor the price of 01 !lID?

A. H~. Other than just the notes .~ere

somebody may have indicated what they felt i: -~s in

their area or _nat: may ha..e ~erved in S~

areas. I've :ri~ to visit the states a li.tle ~it

",. lh.J: 1'.,,«: p:rsonallr, olear. ~~,

Mr. Donovan or $~ else may ha..e ;otten S~

ahead of ti~ if at atl possible to personally'

oC:ser..e what's ., ..tlat ',5 there.

on your

c. .vel so the database that' you ::"olin:ain

..auld be the tIC"t ca:plete docu:w=ntat ion of all the

differ~t pi~es of infcnaation that you' ..e

21

ZZ

Z3

2l.

ZS

j 1"0: really readi Iy "vailable in a lot !:If pla~es.
2 i
3 I
~ I
5 Iunde~;rounC f~acti=r~. buried fractions, aeria:

6 f,'ac:ion,,?

7 I
8

9

10

11

12

13
1l­

15

16

17

18

19

20

A. 'teah, [ nave 'a spreacisheet I use.

Q. 00 you have a hard copy of it as welt?

A. 1.1 i th ~ you mean?

Catabase?

Q. 00 you actually have a s~rate

A. for differ~t •• different pieces of

Q. Oleay. OIhat sort of database do you

it, yes.

A. ~ll, 'for the things that •• asain

as •• these are things that [ personally have been

;n~olv~ with. 1 just maintain a spreaesheet with

w~ll, example being the contractor prices.

Q. For what t~ of things?

A. Cable plowing, trenching, drop

plilc~t, outsidoe plant cer:struc:tion ty;>r: war\:.

c. ~ that'S all maintained on a c~te~

main:ain?

A•• Those that are ll'eaning~Lrl at the time

try to. Of course l--hen it fills ,4' I heve to clean

it out because some of them aredLpl ;ca; icn ilr"d st,,;r:II ike that, ~t I i.eep .• try to k~ whH [ can.

Q. How, you in:licated that you were

c:onsta'l:ly trying to e;o;;:ard or L.p9rade 'fC,'<Jr Ca:al::a"e~

A. Corn~c:.

2

"J 3

I.

;

6

7

3

9

10

11

t2
13

",~

~S

16

ii

:3

19

2'J

21

Z2

Z3
2!.

;S

o
I c. T'e'S •

i A. jo;o, I

:) C. Veil,

~ J.. leah.

0"0(,' out.

,"-'t~'~'~n:d..,.,., 1)! :~~t
:'~:;:' ;:11:;~:'i'~"

~ er tlley don't.

c.

t:. ~~. ha'f1: "fO<J sl\.r~ the '$pr~~"~t

~l~ :n o:he 'Cf'9it"C'eri~ t~.-n'1

A•. T~. J~.

Q. In e\ectr:onic 1)1' docU!'Cntary !-;r.:.?

A. Hec troni c .•"

.".,. ..

other prices. ~t th-e=se af'1: ones 'that' t'vc ;r.rs::r,.)lly

~ involv~ In.2

:5

S
6

7

! o. 00 you 1:1'001 if tMy Iteep •• if :l\~

9 ~t~ ~l~ ~ ':l'Io:' 'C'f'9'i~ri1<og't~8'3 ,It~ their '!:"n

10 ',Spre«!Sh«ts?" '~i ;.1./,'i",;J~?~;~"¥¥.i+'r,;,,,",.\, ,,: .. .
11 ','.'....1 •• t ~.(~ ~t'the'y _• .....,..

1Z
13

1S A. 1'..-: lJl)tt«ninfor'll'Clt ion on •. t~o1t they

16 h«lonp;:Jrt iculolr i:eft5 ~t 1 -.y "-':~ ::r

17 ..a~': able to er Il~'i 't~en .- had the ti"'C to;) CJet

18 a'", i~eon.

19 0., C>'\:he erogi1"lC'er11'9 te_, are 'fClU the

0I"t' rC"'..porl::il:llefor Iteeping 't'he ~~t'?

A. ...~it~t::;i:~hi1"CJ 1:ha't ~1'-: dane ,as
, .....,,,>..'\.'

..., it"divicU11 to t~ .,unity.

l)o~~,i!otf\~~h:t\a-.«pt .:1

can j:lrin:

yourt:atabeses?

'A. l.I<=U, :I'¥<e JUSt Itept tne f'Otes tllat

I'~ •• frcm ••ri~ states.

o..•0.';( ..~~ith resp«t to ~t

t~ ., ..nat othC'r":~ of ••

. J.~. ,Ch. 'Colt-cdal costs. 5'1' takiT'lCJ each ••

1l.t~ it'l:lftardFUt1:{~ itle p-ices that in there S~

that -= can CO!'e "L.ll.with a r~.sonab\~ or cVI aver,,;e

pri:~ it possible.

Q. ~!linq 1:'lse? lebor cC'Sts?

A. ;flO, t!le labor. 1 don't ;l<:t inYO\~ in

:'!'Ie l.lbor - • .-ell., rcntr;act price i~ •• il"Clujeos that

lolbOr is there. 'bJt 1 don't _intain the irdivicU11

$tolt~' hbol'rate. 1hat'.$ not •• f'Ot a fU'lCtion

l' ¥<e ulten l:lI't.",

;c. ~'s t4\t_ on t~t iU'lCtion?

l I~.;:·j';\ti~ .,~,{ ~.. To.:t~ ~at4:f'\t "PO'Ssittl-c. ,1 bf:.\ i~

~~"J' ~ty~ t1'lC ,H.tfield p:opl~ or S~f

''h~s'' .you:u-.i'::"S, ;.• tNt's inf_tiontNt's'

7
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S1m Jan 19 r ,1997 01: OS 1= U'l'
John c.~ / HI:: :tD: 2l5-26S5

TO:
CC:
c:c::
CC:
CC:
CC:
c:c::
cc:

Deml,
A~ 'the FCC J'o.1nt Board hearings, it bec.. obvi.ous ~~ even thou~

surface texrure and. slope are un1.1IIponant factors cmapared to cCllllpeu~.ive
hicid.ing, .i.;norj.n; such ind.i.cators c:1~sn't sell well to the lm.i.nfo::meci.

Therefore, we are pla:minc; to .i.ncorporate this items in the Batfielci
Moc:1el version 3. .

Attached is an, exc~t from EOQ on surface texture indicators.
, 0' means that BOd ignores them as far, as having any effect ·em trenching

anel plowing. '1' means 'that EO! applies a multiplier. I would propose
continuin; with the same 0 and 1 ind.i.cations, unless you or a· contact
you make think otherwise. I have ac:lcied :2 co11DlD.S to the spreac:lsheet.

one to 1nd.i.cate whethe: we .believe, the USGS indicator applies throu;:hou~

. the entire c:BG, or whether only a pon..ion of the c:BG is likely to be
effected. The othe:' column is for an expert opiniem'as to the effect
of l:he soll cond.ition em the cost.

• We nee~ to lock ,thi.s cicwn ASAP. If you COulc:1(make up .some defa~t
mmbers l'toaay, we could al.ways change them Defore publishing the model •

. John Donovan

~osures:

FASSET188
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PAGE 25

the' high prices reflected the contracto~sperception of installation 'conditions which
differed from the views of other contractors. .

95. Even .~ the terms had been defined in the questionnaire, 'the collection of
data should ha:ve been done in a manner consistent with the way in which the
information was to be used in the Hatfield Model. That is, t,he definition of rocky soil
provided to the contractors should have been consistent with the way in which the term
is 'used in the Hatfield Model. We note that while the Hatfield Input Portfolio discusses
the modeling of soft and hard rock, these terms do not appear in the questionnaire sent
to some of the contractorS. 'Exh. CO-54, Attachment A, Bates GHATF000262-:
GHATF00265; Exh. 40, Hatfield Mod~1 Release 3.1 Inputs Portfolio, Section 2.1, and
Hatfield Model.

96. We find that the outside plant data collected from the yendors by the
. Hatfield engineering team do ·not provide sufficient validation for the opinion of these

experts. . .
97. It is unfortunate that GTE. did not propose a1temative input values for the

Hatfield Model. The FCC has stated that an incumbent local exchange carrier,. such aso. GTE, is obligated to p"rove the nature and magnitude of the costs it seeks to, recover.
I • • •

We note that incumbent LECs have greater access to the
cost information necessary to calculate the incremental cost
of the unbundled elements of the network. Given this
asymmetric access to cost data, we find lhat incumbent
LECs must prove to the.'state commission the nature ~nd

magnitude of any forwaro-Iooking cost that it seeks to.
recover in the prices of interconnection and unbundled
network elements.

FCC Interconnection Order at 1)680.

, 98. jn summary, 1I1e Commission disagrees with the method used by the'
Hatfield team to collect data from outside plant contractors. However, no reasonable
alternative Hatfield Model input values were provided. Consequently, lacking an
alternative, the Commission will utilize the model's default values. Our determination of
the loop cost has taken into account the likelihood that ,the Hatfield Model understates .
cable placement costs.

Pole CoSts

99. The Hatfield Model assumes that a 40 foot, class 4, pole can be installed
- for $417.00; This value reflects the ,material and labor costs, as well as periodic down-

gUYS4and anchorS. Exh.~, RAM-3, at 1 . ,
"Y"':;-""''t,¥','':.• ,.:

- ;,.
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~121-P9124

06112/97 DEANPASSETr
P.J23

1 the labor ra1e and thatls how it arrives at that . ""~

2 Q.Oby. Ifwe take 150 min_ thatls 2.5

3 hems.
4 A. Ri&ht Which is excessive in my opinion.
S Q. But ifwe multiply that times -:-
6 A. If a technician canlt place a drop in an
7 bour, there's something wrong. "I have an issue
S personally with that number.

9 Q. All right. Ifwe take 2.5 hours times the

10 direct loaded labor ra1c $35 -
11 A. Correct.
12 Q. - doesn't that total around $831

13 A. But I think the model does - I'm not certain
14 bow the model handles drop because I think you're

15 talking two pair, you have two lines· in there, I'm
16 not a hundred percent certain on how the model doeS
17 that.
IS ~ Q. Oby. So you don't know how that number .
19 is-
20 A. I don't know.

21 Q. The aerial total number is not something that
22 youlve done"':' .

, , Pap' 121

r" 1 would run a.business on~yoU would run a
./}2 bnSine:ss from what would' be reaSonable, lowest bids, "

3 knowing thatyou WC1'C going to get a' quality - the
4 "same product or the same service delivered to you and
5 I've asked that if they publish this again,~ they

6 remove averages because it just clouds the whole

..., issue and it' s not the way you would properly ron a

8 bUsiness, especially if yo~'rebuilding a telephone
9 network in a TELRIC environment.

10 Q. Who did you asf that question to?
11" , A. I stated that I believe to Mr. Donovan and

12 I've stated that 10 one fellow at Hatfield I believe

13 that was -
14 Q. Do you know who?
15 A. Dave Nugent.
16 Q. What WC1'C their responses?
17 A. That they agreed withme, that $at's not bow

18 you would - how you would award bids is on average.
19 Q. Would you take the lowest?

, 20. A. I would take the lowest qualified bidder

Q 21 thatl S going to give me the quality product, and ifI

." U. 22 kn~1bose bid~ and they're'go~ to'giVe me the
,'.- Page 122

1 quality product, 1bcn I'm gofngto aWard the bid to 1 A. No.

2 them. That's the way you would. especially in an 2 Q. - to support .-
3 environment1bat welle building this hypothetical 3 A. live provided cost per foot, cost per bour if
4 network. 4 you will, which is in.there, that's a figure that.we
5 Q. Okay. .All right. why donIt we move on to 5 know basically frOm.What loaded ntes are. And the
6 .first of all the plaa::ment of aerial, drops. That I " 6 time at the ~ce, I.had input into the distan~

7 believe is On 2.2.2 still of HIPS on page 9. 7 on1boSe. '
"S "~A. CoIrect... ~ ~" ",'.., "" :: _'. '~~ . .J'_ .s',". Q. Okay•. 1fwe...break,ouUbat aerial total.

~ • .... - _. __ I,.' ._: .•. •.

9 Q. That has your aerial-total. ~' . " 9 numbc:r 58.33, l?-ot~:for 1bat but.for the entiie

10 A. Conect., < ':':. ~" .~'':': £".;._~_ :;,"" " 10 column 1J.J=re, 'aerial total7_ ..
11" Q. It,also caIries over'w'page la, you have a ' 11 . A. Com:ct. .- ... ' ~' ..."
12 page 10 that has aerial drop placement which is 12 Q."::-wc can.~ ifwe divide that by the.length
13 mOIC - a mOIC cx1cDSivecbart. 13 of the drop we get a price per foot, COIl'eCt1,

14 A. lCoIrect. 14 A. Yes. .:"
15 Q. Okay. I just have one quick overview 15" Q. Okay. ,.Andso - "
16 question. The aerial total number for the two lowest 16 A. Jnstalled"price that would be.

" ...:... '17 density~ zero toiive midfive to 100 - 17 Q.·O~...Which is ~'same thing as our "

ell: 'A.Q.Y~S8that.33_$·~"58.33 •. "" ':." " 18 installedd:rojJplaccmeDtwire.wbat.we~just
;, 0_ ,'. . _ . ,lg, 1'al'Iring.;~ ~::,;,.'. ,..... (

20 A. eom:ct . .." ".' ...-', .- ':'r,' ..1 20 A. (N'oddiDI b::ad.) .
ii Q. Howistbatnumbi:t8n:iwdat?~!..~ '. .•.. , 21 .:. Q.ADdif"Wedo·~usiDJ1be58.33~ IS0.~

__~"'_,.~, • ~...;.;;..;;.:~.I_' " .,,' ""0..-,.",.', :,~r-' .',,: ' , ",' /' .', " !':';~;;'~"""·':"'''''':''~i~'hj,;.,.• '~;'~,;'';;;:'''''~\:~t>,:·",., .. ~." ,: :-;-'i:~:<-;_"l

• 22: .. A: lbeli:w:it1a1E:es thei:JJsta1Jldian1imead·,,>' 22 feet.......- ]1OIltCIID aiiCk1izy1Datl~39' ccD1s

. ,.. :.l
. ' 7"~PifCiNG noc-:REi)iNGlGTBIU.s~ WEST COac1tmaeIt 'Df
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1

2

3
~

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23.

24'

25

WHY THE DEFAULT INPUT FOR AERIAL DROP PLACEMENT COST

DIFFERS FROM MR. MURPHY'S CALCULATIONS?

. The aerialdrop parameter referred to by Mr. Murphy is actuallY a typographic

error in a DRAIT copy of documeDtation kDown as the Hatfield Input Portfolio

binder. :rhe installation time for placement of aD aerial drop in the two lowest

density zones was supposed to have been 100 minutes, not 150 minutes. Hence, the

per minute cosf 'of S .5833 times 100 minutes equals 558.33 per drop. In m)'. . .

. opinio~, the ~OO minute (1 hour and 40 minute) installation time is very

conserVative, and is significantly longer than the time required in actual practice.

-
This work operation, on average, should take no longer than. 30 minutes by a

skilled craftsperson, especialI'}" in a TELRIC environment where seveni drops

would be' plaeed at the same time.

. ,

I ams~re Mr. Murphy would agree that when he was .. installation manager at

NYNEX, it would have been unacceptable fora 1echnician to have averaged 100

minutes for theplacemeDt ofaerial dl"Opwift. Iil fad, the ECRIS program, (

EngineeriDg Construction .Records Inventory System) developed and used.by

NYNEX, Mr. Murphy~sprevious employer, aDows a technician approximateI'}' 30.

minutes per drop when placing multiple drops. This includes any travel and !et up

. time as well Mr. Murphy criticizes the aerial drop placing cost as being

.' .
understated in the Hatfield Model; yet instaDers working for ILECs are not
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n. UNAUTBOJUZED ATTACHMENT CHARGE

S60.oo per pole
~.ArticleV, Pat.aph 5.4).

m. BASIC POLE HEIGHT

Pony five (45) it..'e- '4;' FD. or EqIiivalat \
(RefereDce Article]X, Parapaph 9.1.a).

IV. INSP.ECTION AND TREATMENT FEE
S40.oo per pole
(RefereDce Artide X, Parapaph 10.5).

..
ATI'ACBMD1T A
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ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING PRACTICES

CHGE - HYTCO

SECTION 9

PAGE 7 OF 8

ISSUE 1

z... Where street lights or private area lights are fed'by means of

a drip·loop entering the bracket fro. the surface of the pole,

'NYTCO's.messenger w111 be at least twelve (12) inches below the

lowest part of the loop, unless the drip loop is enclosed in an

. approved insulating conduit.

3. Due' care should be exercised in opening connections between

the grounded systems. When a NYTCO ..ssenger is rellIOved, mco
shall disconnect the bonding conductor, r_ve as IlUCh of it as

practical and securely fasten the reRaining wire out of the way.

9.10 Riser Pipe Attachments

Each Party will generaliy .be allOllied no more th~n two (2) ,risers

per pole without consent of the other Party.

Risers should be located on the pole in the safest available

position with respect to climbing space and pOss1ble'exposure to

traffic damage.

CHGE will normally place its, risers on the field quarter away

frClll traffic.

HYTCO will normally place its riserS on the road quarter away

from traffic or the field quarter toward traffic.
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Exhibit 4

Analysis of the HAl and BCPM Models Input Parameters and Factors
For Cable Costs

by Network Engineering Consulting, Inc.

There are a number of input parameters and factors that the Commission should

consider for copper and fiber cable. However, a direct comparison of cable input

parameters for the HAl and BCPM models is complicated by serious differences in the

models' methodologies. The HAl Model's single default cable input values bundle all

relevant costs (material, engineering, placing, splicing, supply, taxes, and messenger

strand (which is only used in aerial environments)). By bundling these unique costs,

which are supported only by expert opinion, the HAl Model hides them from

examination and adjustment by the users, which makes an "apples-to-apples"

comparison to actual costs incurred by the ILECs almost impossible. BCPM, in

contrast, provides users with the capability to individually account for material, supply,

placing, splicing and engineering costs, as well as taxes, by structure type. Messenger

strand, which is used to support aerial cable and requires a separate placing operation,

is also identified separately in BCPM.

The Commission should also address input parameters for the aerial, buried, and

underground distribution and feeder mix. A direct comparison of aerial, buried and

underground distribution plant mix from the HAl and BCPM Models is not possible since

the HAl Model includes block and riser cable and the BCPM Model varies plant mix by

terrain type. However, the HAl Model has included an algorithm that overrides the

user's specified mix based on a life-cycle cost analysis that is performed in the model.

Comments of GTE
June 1, 1998



The support for the parameters behind the analysis is only "expert opinion." While GTE

prefers the approach used by the BCPM Model compared to the HAl Model, GTE's

position is that the Commission should use company-specific input values by state that

are based on an examination of each company's current practices, not default input

values based on "expert opinion."

Another cable-cost related issue is both the method and input values to

determine the drop lengths, drop wire costs and terminal costs. The HAl Model 5.0a's

drop costs are based upon an aerial/buried mix by density zone, a material cost per

foot, a fixed length of drop by density zone, and a labor cost per placement (not by foot)

for aerial drop wire in each of the density zones. The drop cost assumptions understate

the length of the drop and the investment for both aerial and buried drops.

The HAl Model engineering team received five estimates concerning drop length

in response to their surveys sent to various contractors. 1 For rural areas, the lengths

ranged from 94 to 375 feet. For suburban areas, length ranged from 75 to 100 feet.

Although the shortest drop distance estimated in the industry survey was 75 feet, the

HAl Model assumes a drop distance of 50 feet in high-density zones. The HAl Inputs

Portfolio, quoting from a Bellcore survey, indicates that, based on the most recent

nationwide study of actual loop lengths, the average drop length is 73 feet. 2

1 See Exhibit 3 for a more detailed discussion of the support material used by the HAl
Model Developers to determine the default val\.Jes in the HAl Model for drop wire
distances, buried drop wire placement costs and aerial drop placement costs.

2 HAl Inputs Portfolio, Section 2.2.1.
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